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(The meeting began at 7:07 p.m.) ;

MS. BARNETT:

I am going to go ahead and %tart. jWe have a few
minutes after seven and I would like td get‘skarted.

First of all, thank you for;cominqﬂ My name 1is Azy
Barnett and I am a community relations?coordfnator for the
Environmental Protection Agency for thé Avco:Lycoming Superf:nd
Site. That is what we are here to talk aboug tonight,
specifically the proposed clean-up altgrnatives for the
groundwater underneath the Avco Lycomiﬁg Super fund Siée. If

anyone did not get a copy of the proposed cléan—up alternatives

. . . ’
explanation, also called the proposed plan, we have some in tihe |

back there. You can get up and get oné or sémebody will brirg
them to you if you raise your hand. ‘ |

In addition to myself tonight, we have here to my
left Eugene Dennis, who's the remedial project manager for the
Avco Lycoming Superfund Site. We also;have ﬁancY Cichowicz
who's a hydrogeologist for the Avco Lycoming site. We have Leb
Forman who is the toxicologist for the}site,ﬁand then we have
Jeff Pike who's the chief of the Westérn Peﬂnsylvania Remedial
Section. And then we also have state foicigls in the audience.
We have some members of the media as wéll.

Our agenda tonight and afteq this;brief introduction
Eugene Dennis is going to give a short presenéa,g{:ﬁ)g.aogggl the

possible clean-up alternatives for the Avco Lycoming
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groundwater, and he's also going to go over what EPA's prefsrred

alternative is at this time, at this point, so we are here

tonight to take comments on any of the alternatives as well as

on the preferred alternative, and we have a good three hours to

answer any gquestions that anybody has, so wefd be happy to have

you ask anything you'd like to Know.

One thing we do ask, however, is that if you woulc
wait until Eugene Dennis finishes his presentation. One of the
reasons I ask that is that if you have . a question in the
beginning of the presentation he may a¢tually have answered it
by the time he finishes. We want to méke sufe we get all the
information out to you we have tonight. No qﬁestion is too
silly. If you're wondering about something, éhances are
somebody else wants to know the same thing, and we'll try verv
hard to answer all the questions we getitonight right here ang
now. However, some questions, if they are very techhical in
naturé or something like that, may take some research back in
the office, and T would be happy to coo;dinaté getting back irn
touch with people to give them answers to their questions.

The questions and comments that we get here tonight
are going to be addressed in something célled a responsiveness

summary, and that will be attached to the back of the decision

document. In other words, when EPA based on public comments and

and all the other information we have inéludes Q@i@e@g—qg

alternative for the groundwater, that will be in something
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called a record of the decision. The resvonsiveness summary i

responding formally to questions and

to that record of decision.

The comment period for the &vco Lycoming groundwatsr
alternatives runs from April 17th of tﬁis yeaf until May 16tk of
this year, so if you want to send in aﬁy writ£en comments,
please have them postmarked on or befoge theithh of this month,,
l16th of May. We also, to my right, haﬁe somebody recording the
proceedings here because we want to make surg we get all the
comments down so we can address them, énd because of that, if
you have a question or a comment, raise your hand and I will
recognize you. Then if you could pleaée staté your name before

you say what you have to say or ask a Questioh, and if somebody

does forget to state their name I'll
it a lot easier for the stenographer

You can send any comments
written comments to my address which
proposed plan, Amy Barnett. It's on
any comments there. My phone number
something comes up after the meeting

so, then please feel free to call me

sure that if you would like to see more technical information
about the site you can see that at the James V. Brown Public

Library. 1In addition, at that library EPA has pldced something

comments will be attached !

reﬁind you. It will make
if:we state our names.
thht you may have, any
is;in thé copy of the
page 16, and you can send
is}also £here so if

in the next two weeks ot

at that number . Also, make

'ARS0000L

called an administrative record. The administrative record is a
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collection of all the documents that E?A has‘used to come up
with possible clean-up alternatives, céme upjwith possible
clean—u; alternatives in this case for;the groundwater.

Again, if anybody would like to c;ll me after the
meeting, my phone number is in the proéosed élan. Also, if ys3u
would like to be on our mailing list t6 continue to recelive
information in the future about the site thrsugh the mail,
please sign your name, put your addresé in tﬂe sign-in sheet in
the back. If you don't feel like beiné a part of the mailing
list, if you could, just initial the mailing list so that --
initial the sign-in sheet so we can see how many people were
here. That would help a lot.

At this point I'd like to iﬂtroduCe Eugene Dennis
who's going to talk to us about the alternatives.

MR. DENNIS:

Good evening. Thank you foﬁ coming. My name is
Eugene Dennis. Before I get into the élternétives that we've
selected I'd like to briefly go over a summary of how we got to
this point. Very quickly, in 1984 the‘Williémsport Municipal
Waéef Aufhority identified the presencé of Qinyl chloride in the
well field, notified DER, PennsylvaniajDeparEment of
Environmental Resources, who took action andjconducted a study.

In 1985 Avco -- I'll use Avco and Textron
interchangeably throughout the meetlng, conduJ%ed adgltlonal

studies at the site to determine the nature and extent of the

_..-_.__




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

|
|

contamination. In November of '85 Avco Lycoﬁing and PADER

entered into a consent or agreement to conduct yet additional

further groundwater studies and to pecform the remedial action.

!
H

In May of '86 the remedial action plan was approved by the state

and included on site and off site grou@dwate; recovery and

treatment, as well as bi-monthly grounéwater‘monitoring.

January of '87 the Textron iycomiég facility was
proposed for the national priorities list, which basically is
the list of the nation's high priorityihazaréous waste sites.
In June of '88 a consent or an agreement wasiéntered into
be tween Textron Lycoming and EPA essenéially:requiring the
facility to conduct a remedial sessioniand féasibility study.
In August of '89 the RIFC's study work,plans‘were approved. The
federal work was initiated. 1In Februaty of f90 Textron Lycoming
was placed on a national priorities 1ist.

That leads us to this point; After eightéen months
of conducting the groundwater investigétion,‘we have received
draft reports of the remedial investigétion énd feasibility
study, and based on those reports the agency‘has developed a
list of clean:up alternatives or remedial alternatives which we
think will best address the contamination préblem in the
groundwater at the site. |

Before I get into the exact alternatives, I'd like to

500006

at least show, based on the results of%the ;eméé}

investigation, I have identified groundwater contamination that
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extends beyond the property boundry which stéps here and goes
far down as Lycoming Creek and the ElmgPark érea. This is
basicaiiy a trichloroethylene, dichloréethyléne plure. We also
have identified inorganic contamination, basically chromium,
that existed in the western portion of%the pioperty, strictly
confined to the on site portion of the,site.j Again, based o-n
the results we've identified six alterﬁativeé which range frox
no action, which basically would mean ﬁhat we would shut off the
existing groundwater recovery and trea;ment §ystems that are now
operating on the facility and do nothigg, and that obviously
that would come in at a cost of nothing.

To address the groundwater Qe havé the next
alternative identified as the GW-1 or groundwater 1 which
basically is no further action, which would @ean ﬁhe continued
operation of the existing on site and éff siﬁe groundwater
recovery systems with no further additional pumping or treating
of the water. That would cost approxi@ately $160,000.

Secondly, GW-2 is limited aétion which would
basically put institutional controls to minimize future use of
the contaminated groundwater in the area. That would cost
$260,000.

Next is groundwater three. This is EPA's preferred

alternative, by the way, and includes groundwater recoveré_imd

treatment on and off site chemical treatment metars, “in addition

to what is occurring now at the property to address the
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contamination chemical treatment for metals; that covers air
stripping for the organic emissions chtrols and discharge cf

treated water to Lycoming Creek. That would cost $9,300,006¢C.

These are all estimated costs and they could very well chance in

the future. i

The next alternative is Gr&pndwatgr Four, is
groundwater -- basically the same as number three and includes
groundwater recovery on site and off site, cbemical treatment
for metals, and instead of air stripping we would have a process
called chemical oxidation to take careiand t?eat the organic
contaminants, then the treated groundwéter wquld be discharged.

And lastly Groundwater Five, again, groundw;ter
recovery on site and off site, in addition tq what is now
occurring at the property, chemical treathent for metals, air
treatment, emission controls, reinjection and:discharge of the
treated water, as well as in-situ biological éreatmeht,
basically meaning biological treatment in the aquifer itself by
adding nutrients to the treated groundwater injected back into
the aquifer trying to treat the plume a$ it rémains under
ground. | |

The reason for selecting the‘alternative GW-3
basically is based on the cost, is quite cost effective as

related to GW-4, and -- by the way GW-1 and GW-2 weren't even

considered because obviously they wouldn't deai-wi.h any - further

remediation area than what is going on. GW-3 was selected, as I
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stated, based on cost, its implementapility.i As related to GW-4
and 5, it is cheaper than GW-4 by $700,000 aﬁd over three
million-dollars cheaper than five, andjWe cab ef fectively get
the same results by using GW-3, and itiis a‘broven technology.

Let me remind you that durihg thefcomment period we
have received or we expect to receive EOmments from Avco
Lycoming based on a meeting that we held witg them where they
gave an argument as to why we should not inciude off site
groundwater, additional off site grounéwater‘and recovery
treatment. At this time we're strongly considering those
comments, and as a result, this may lead us Eo not having the
additional off site groundwater recove?y and treatment at the
time the final decision is made. Unless -- this doesn't
necessarily mean additional off site récovery and treatment
would not occur. It just means that wé may Qait until
additional information comes forth, bo%h thréugh the results of
the on site system as well as additiongllinvéstigations to

[ i

determine again the nature and extent éf contamination that
we're dealing with. That decision ult%mately will be made by
the time the record of decision is issﬁed‘atithe end of June.

If we do include the off site groundwater recovery and treatment

at this time during the design phase of that decision we will

determine exactly where and how many récovery 7fé%§0ij0ﬁj§?e in

the off site recovery scheme. And with that I'lI’oéeﬁ up the

floor for any questions that anyone may have.
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MS. BARNETT:

Do we have any questions?
MR. BARR:

Jim Barr, Sun Cazette here in Wiliiamsport. What 1is
the basis of your estimate of the cost for these things?
MR. DENNIS:

The costs were put together;by thé consultant working
for Avco Lycoming. I can only respond;to yo@ further exactly
what they used to put together their c§st, and I am not quite
sure -- I am sure it's through years of experience and practice
in this field, and how they determine éhe cost of recovery,
well, for example, could be placed theicost of drilling and etc.
MR. BARR: -

Roughly twenty-year treatme%t plaé?

MR. DENNIS: ‘ ‘

It could very well be as logg és éwenty years,
possibly longer. i 1
MS. CICHOWICZ:

They base the costs on thirty yeaés, They base the
cost on thirty years operation of the éystem; and they did a
preliminary design of the -~ of on sité and 6ff site recovery
wells, but it was for thirty years.
MR. BARR: : '58&8%0
What is the ultimate objective poine:sa Qh‘iéh’ you want

to reach at the end of that thirty—yeaf period in terms of
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contamination?
MR. DEN_NIS:

. We'd like to achieve clean—hp goa;s as identified in
the record of decision which would bas&callyibe background
clean-up goal, that is groundwater con;ent:a;ion of the
contaminants in the ground level equivélent to those
concentrations that have not been impagted, for example, by the
site or the maximum contaminant levels?as spelled out by EPA or
risk levels, whichever is the lowest.

MS., BARNETT:

Do we have other questions?
MS. YOUNG:

Robin Young, WRAK. Regardiﬁg theloff site clean-co,
would that affect residents at all? I#'s sufrounded by
residential areas.

MR, DENNIS:

No, it's not, other than imbacts éue to drillers
coming in and installing the wells or whatnot, but I am not sure
what kind of impact you're directing ybur question at, but --
MS. YOUNG:

I didn't know if any work would bé done on
properties.
MR. DENNIS: 583{}1 ‘
We really don't know right now. _Agai@hgl“tha't"s‘based

-~ those decisions are made in the design phase where we would
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determine the most appropriate locationg to install the wells.
MS. BARNETT:

Do we have other questions?
MR. BITTLE:

Yep. Dick Bittle. What's tﬁe depéh of the
groundwater in this area? |
MS. CICHOWICZ:

Less than twenty feet.

MR. BITTLE:

Less than twenty.
MS. BARNETT:

Do we have other questions from the audience?
Anyone. Yes?

MR. OCHS:

Michael Ochs, O-C;H—S. In tﬁe administrative record
filed fact sheet you indicate how the document index was put
together and it's to include six items. I was wondering, the
four or five and six are not included. . Does that come later or
don't they apply in this case: removal, coﬁmﬁnity involvement,
progressional correspondence, imagery abd sité condition?

MS. BARNETT:

Whét that means, when we putitogether an
administrative record it contains all tj}he dochents thaé %wez used
to come up with the clean-up alternatives andtggisggcictUally

include the alternative that's going to be used. What it means
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is that in those particular three categories no documents wers

utilized in coming up with these alternatives. TIf they were =0

-~

be used from here ocn in, before we make the decision those wculd

be added to the administrative record.
MR. OCHS:
You use the Avco consultant%estimate on the cost and
don't make an independent appraisal? |
MR. PIKE:
We'll be doing an independeﬁt cosﬁ estimate to

confirm the cost before our record decision is made, yes.

MR. OCHS:

For alternative three?
MR. PIKE:

Yes.
MR. OCHS:

I looked at the data in the}library. In volume one,
site identification, page AR10001, first page, field trip
summary report, section 4-B says the séutherﬁ land use is
in@ustrial. Well, it seems to me that residential land
surrounds the site. It seemed to be an error on the first page.
MS. BARNETT:

Do you remember what the date of éhat document was,

that particular page?

MR. OCHS:

AR500013

You don't bring them with yéu?
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MS. BARNETT:

No, we don't.
MR. DENNIS:

That, I believe, is when the preliminary
identification of the site was made bésed on the preliminary
assessment, desk top assessment which I woula guess is arounc
six or seven years old.

MR. OCHS: - ‘ ? } g

I mean the residence has not changed. I assume
you're talking about the Avco site or £alkin§ about the plume |
area.

MR. DENNIS:

What they're talking about in that ?articular

document I am not sure.
MR. OCHS:

Tt's the first page of your document.
MR. DENNIS:

It wasn't remedial investiga:ion, it was the first
page of the report, I believe you're talking ébout, correct?
MR. OCHS:

Page AR10001 of the site ideﬁtifiCAtion called field
trip summary report.
MR, DENNIS:

ARS000 14

That is a summary report of a -- durifig the

identification process they do a preliminary assessment. Those

—
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assessments basically -- that obviously is an error. At the

time it was done it may not have been; however, it must have

-

been there. May have been a misjudgmeét dqe;to the person
: 1

writing the report.

MR. OCHS:

Near the end of the documenﬁs on ﬁile, beginning on
page AR30348, it says alternative three is preferred. Yet, i=n
the newspaper article on April 17th yoq indicate alternative
four is preferred. Again, this is confusing because I seem to
detect an error on the first page of the data, and near the very
end of the six volumes it's hard to reéd whaﬁ's in between, but
I seem to £ind, you know, confusion at;the béginning gnd at the
end.

MS. BARNETT:

You're talking about -- when you séy it was in a
newspaper article it was an article or:was it in a --
MR. OCHS: | |

Your paid advertisement.

MS. BARNETT:

I don't have those two documents in front of me. It
may be that the substance of each one,:whether it is labeled
alternative three or alternative four, is thé same.

MR. OCHS: f :
: ARSOC0OIS
I believe that might be the case but it's confusing

for the layperson trying to understand it. Everything in
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between is very technical and difficult for the layperson to

understand. Now, your memo, Mr. Dennis, of April 26th, which

Ve

the library received April 29th,.refer;ed to incorrect risk
value. Was -- I take it you meant incérrect;risk value use in
that, and new information then was added a few days ago which
seems to lower the health risks, that is thejcarcenogenic ris<ks,
as I understand it. I am just a laypeﬁson,.feduces it, for
example. 1In one case from 953,000 extﬁa chances out of a
million to 50,000 chances. 1In anotherﬁcase'it's reduced fror
989,000 extra chances out of one millidn to 20,000 chances.
That's on pages six and seven of this documeqt, corrected
version you've placed in the library just a éouple of days aco.
Figures can lie and liars can figure, as we know, but it would
be interesting to know why the sudden éhange‘in toward a lesser
risk assessment. It -- my further study revealed higher
figures, higher risks, or might in theifuturé EPA miﬁimal levels
of acceptance would be lowered? |
MR. DENNIS:

Let me defer to our toxocol&gist.‘
MS. FORMAN:

The first thing I want to emphasize, the error was a
simple transcriptional error. It had hothing to do with
calculations at all. It was just a trénscriptio %&ngGOfEfrom
the RI to the proposed plan. That's the fi;st?iginé." T

i

The second thing is, is that all of the risks that
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are highlighted in the document refer to future risks. There

are no current risks posed by this sité.
MR. OCﬁé:

That's another question. I?mean,?ordinarily when
people think of superfund site they think ofjsome risk to the
environment, to public health, safety. You might explain how
this is an exception to that perceptioﬁ.

MS. FORMAN:

It's not an exception. Theirisksjstate the risks to
public health. Those are the risks to;publié health of an
individual contracting cancer. These are the probabilities of
their risks if exposed to the contaminants aé the site at those
concentrations. Again, you understand‘that ;here'are no current
risks. People are not currently exposéd to these
concentrations, but the Superfund Program méndates we also
protect people from -- people in the future who may come to the
site at a later point in time and thergby can be exposed to the
same concentrations if we were not to do anything at the site.
Therefore, we evaluate both current exéosurezrisks as well as
future -- extrapolating those data to the future case. Does
that make it clearer?

MR. OCHS:

You seem to be saying there's no risk at the present.

00017

People would say, then why bother doing anythgggg

MS. FORMAN:
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Because there's contaminating groundwater and we

don't only consider risks to human health, but we also consider
: | |
risks to the environment, and the risk to the environment is the
1 | ‘

preservation of the groundwater and thé dringing water source
for the same.
MR. OCHS:

Is that indirectly a risk to the population?
MS. FORMAN:

In the future.
MR. OCHS:

But not over the past; theré has Qeen no risk by
consuming this water? |
MS. FORMAN:

Nobody has been consuming this. fhat's the point.
Nobody has been consuming the water which is contaminaéed. The
contaminated water is on site. The off site‘resideﬁts are
exposed to water from a municipal wate# supply.
MR. OCHS:

This is also the reserve water system for the city?
MS. FPORMAN:

Right, but--

MR. OCHS:

It's been used in the past. People have c§§\1n§

water from this well field. | T

MS. FORMAN:
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But the well field is not contaminated.

MR. DENNIS:

Well, the well field is con;amina#ed; however, ths
water drawn from the contaminated well field is treated to
nondetectible levels before it is put into tﬁe line for the
people to consume. |

MR. OCHS:

You don't have any history éo wheé this began before
it was treated? People could have been consﬁming this water.
MR. DENNIS: |

That's a possibility.

MR. PIKE:

The basic risk assessment tﬁat is used for a base
line of the Superfund site is current Qse, and that risk
assessment shows there is no exposed pépulations currently. We
did not evaluate what happened in the éast pﬁior to public water
lines being extended, air stripping towers bging built or
whatever. We look at what's current and what is potential for
future use.

MR. OCHS:

You have no history of how iong this chemical has
been contaminating the reserve water system for the city?

MR. PIKE: | ‘
We did not evaluate the risks poseé'gﬁsgh%{-}p!agt.

MR. DENNIS:
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Obviously there is nothing we could do to address
that anyway, but we can address it in &he fu%ure. That's whzt
we propése to do.
MR. OCHS:

On page AR303424 you talk about the health effects of!

the site, contaminants on the follow1ng potentlally exposed

|
D

pollutions. Then you list some of tho%e. I think that's in
this document, page five -- on page five, su@mary of site riszks,
the bottom page, the full paragraph. bo.youfhave any sense of
what the effect of deep breathing woulé be of the compounds of
volatilizing from on site soils and air strippings? For
exampie, there are tennis players and baseball and softball
players who play recreational near theée towers now be ing
concerned about the emissions. Seems ﬁo me ihat ;- you know, if
I am trying to change the focus now frbm the emissions in ths
water as a dump site now to the emissions into the air as a dump
site; young children play at the original Little League Field
next -- adjacent to the air stripping tower, toddlers in the
wading pool at Memorial Park across thé streét. It seems to me
you're only considering Elm Park in this paragraph on page flve.
Memorial Park is just across the street. 1In terms of air

emissions, people play there.

Also, is there any change 1n the efé?fsgaégzpﬁrscn

)
{
1
|
!

l
l
i
{
)

from normal breathing to the kind of, you know, heavy breathing

you do when you exert yourself in recreational activities such
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as the players at Bowman Field, for egample?
MS. FORMAN:
- The risk assessment éalculétion,‘the number that is
spit out of the risk assessment calculationsdepends on a number
of factors. ©One of those factors is éow much a person breathes
per day. Many of the factors that ar% incl@ded in the
calculations are not representative of a normal person. They're
representative of a sensitive person,;somebody who may have
asthma, for example, the elderly, somé sensifive sub-populations

in addition to the risk calculation and the exposure parameters

that are conservative or overestimated, if you want to use that

term, are the relative toxicity factogs or factors which are
based on the animal data derived in tﬁe labo}atory which says
how toxic a compound is. Those compo@nds are -- those numbers
are also conservative, which is why ag the ehd of each one of
the paragraphs which evaluate site risk there is a sfatement
that says even though these are the maximum ;isks it is a highlﬂ
conservative estimate, and the actual }isk is probably much,
much less than what's stated here, but this is the absolute,
absolute maximum, so EPA takes the pos&tion of being

conservative in order to protect all -- all the sensitive

sub-populations that may be exposed to the contaminants.

MR. OCHS:

AR50002]1

I was concerned about that. In the-paragraph you

b e e

don't mention the sensitive sub-populations,‘ You seem to
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exclude Memorial Park.
MS. FORMAN:
i They're not included -- they're}incorporated.

They're not specifically spelled out, but théy're in the -- 1in
the calculations.

MR. OCHS:

People are concerned here, for example, about a
regional incinerator being proprosed. ZSOme people think the
wind only blows one way, but the wind éround‘the air stripper
blow the emissions in different directions, ﬁot just to Elm
Park, as this paragraph suggests. Alsg, we've learned from this
regional incinerator being proposed, sémetimés air inversion
sometimes flows. How would that affecﬁ emiséion intake in terms
of peoples' inhaling the emissions from -- |
MS. FORMAN:

It's my understanding that the air -- our air people
have taken a look at this report and have evaluated the maxirmum
areas where concentrations would occur, and in that respect they
would have taken into account any processes such as inversion.
MR. OCHS:

Do you have any information‘updaté when air inversion
occurs in this valley?

MR. DENNIS:

R5008022

Not on hand, no, I don't, but I can- Gertaln y —-

MR. OCHS:
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Is there any caution that qontaminants not released
during such days, or isn't this a factor?
MR. PIKE:

Let me add a factor. The %ir emissions from the
stripping towers, is existing towers and thére will be more than
likely future towers for expansion of;towers to accommodate the
proposed additional volumes of water ﬁo be‘ﬁreated. There is
approximately a year long design phasé before anything is -- new
is brought on line. During that desién there is an analysis of
the potential emissions from those stripper towers, and any
required controls for air emissions would be added on.

MR. OCHS:

That would be announced before your late June record
of decision? ‘
MR. PIKE:

The record of decision wou;d iden;ify the standards
that it would have to meet, the air eﬁission‘standards, whatever
they may be, and then the decision wouid have to meet those
limits. |
MR. OCHS:

Any other alternatives besides chénging the direction
of these toxics from groundwater to air? Can we keep them from

what water treating -- you're trying to get %%&Q&Z&he

groundwater to protect water environment. ' Can you protect the

air environment?
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MS. FORMAN:

There's going to be some controls put on top of tre

air strippers to prevent volatilization of the compounds during

the stripping process.

MR. OCHS:

And you would use the best available technology?
MS. FORMAN:

Absolutely.
MR. OCHS:

Would money be available ten, twenty, thirty years
hence if better technology becomes avaﬁlabie?
MS. FORMAN:

I believe if better technolbgy is aQailable, correct
me if I'm wrong, if better technology is available there's
always the option of using that.

MR. PIKE:

We would identify the standérds in the record
decision that would have to be met. Those sﬁandards would be
the ones applied for future use unless we £ind in the future
that health effects are more of a concern than what they
currently are. If there's new exposure information or new
toxicity information that comes up, then we have the ability to
go back and re-examine whatever controls are gﬁsﬁsoazt&ese
types- of units in addition to the standard design process and

concern over what limits would be put on the stripping towers or

i
t
'
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any kind of control technology. Theré is aiso in Superfund a
built~in five-year review where at thé minimum of after five
years‘oé operation of the system EPA %omes 5ack and re—exan:nesf
the whole site to determine if the reﬁedy is still protective,
and if it is not, at that time then it certainly will be
readressed. »

MS. BARNETT:

We'd use whatever technolog? that‘would work for us
to meet the standards. If something was still working well for
us and new technology came up, as long as that old technology is
still meeting the standards, we'd probébly continue to use that.
MR. OCHS:

The fish in the river, the creek that are fished and
eaten, apparently that would pose no thteat to buﬁan health.
There's going to be a demonstration compost pétch next to the
air stripping tower, apparently wouldn't affect any vegetable
gardens. I am asking that question. Firehouseworkers next to
the air stripping tower, not adversely affect‘workers there, or
neighbors. Has there been any epidemiolbgical‘study of cancer
rates in the site area? |
MR. DENNIS:

There's currently a health assessment being donevby
the Pennsylvania Health Department at this time. 'I%agtga%:%y

AR50002¢

will be available, I believe, sometime in the summer-or early

fall where -- and there are epidemiologists involved in that
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study, so that is basically called a héalth Qurvey, health
survey assessment of the Avco Lycoming:facility site in
conjunc;ion with EPA's action and study being taken into the
site. That will be available for public review as soon as it's
released.

MR. OCHS:

Do you have a name or deparﬁment?; Is this the local
Department of Health?

MR. DENNIS:

It's the Pennsylvania Deparﬁment 6f Health. They
have regional offices, one which is here in Williamspo:t, I
believe. Larry, help me out. |
MR. NEWCOMER:

Frank Bercovich, the Regionél Office of the
Pennsylvania Health Department, is in éharge‘of that study, or
at least involved in it. |
MR. OCHS:

Is Avco or will any other aéency do an
epidemiological study of health among workers on site who are
nearest the actual chemicals being used?

MR. DENNIS:

Not that I am aware of at tﬁis time. I am not

familiar with any of that. That doesn't mean At%e {'}rédlgcé but T

am certainly not aware of any being conducted.” =" -

MS. BARNETT:




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

That would probably be on an Occupational Safety and

1
]

Health Administration type study if workers were being placed at
risk. 'épecifically we are talking abdut workers in an activs
facility.

MR, OCHS:

EPA has made no assessment pf wheﬁher workers are at
risk? L x i
MR. DENNIS:

Nothing more than the evaluation of the risk
assessment that was performed. |
MR. OCHS:

That was risk assessment as a result of anatominated,
not worker. I would suggest that since I found a mistake at the
beginning and confusion at the end that -- and it's so difficult
to read what's in between, and many laypeople who lack an
understanding of it, could we ask for an extension of the
comment period of, say thirty days until June:l7th or perhaps to
May 29th which would be thirty days following Mr. Dennis's
addenda that was received here April 29th? Or even more, could
we ask for some technical assistance fof the lay community to
understand exactly what the six volumes tepresent in terms of a

threat to community health and safety, environmental quality of

the air and water? Aren't grants available for L?R‘E@%GZ‘]

assistance so we could get -- understand the alternatives and

have public information sessions where the six volumes could be




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

28

interpreted to interested community parties; therefore, delav
the record of decision until such technicaliadvice is availadie
to the-éommunity?
MS. BARNETT:

There were several points iou bfdught up in that and
I can address some of them. The firstiof whﬁch we do understand
that technical information can be hard?for the layperson to
understand. That is in fact one of th§ reasons why we hold
meetings such as this so we can explain exacfly what's in there
and answer any gquestions that may arisé from people who look at
it. |

Another thing is that something called a technical
assistance grant is available for laypérSons{ and what it is is
that EPA has the capacity to award a grant in the amount of
$50,000 to a qualified citizens group éhat, you know, is in
existence for the purpose of studying the sité who ié interested
in the site and, you know, there is an épplication process
there, and there can be some work involVed in‘doing the
accounting, but as far as I know, anyboay who has applied for
that and who is qualified to receive it has received it. I
would be quite happy to send you informétion about that. If you
have your name on the mailing list I'l1l do that.
MR. OCHS: |

028

What's the best timing for tHat - £§$i§§3g£r that

process?
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MS. BARNETT:

The best timing for that précess‘ﬁonestly is probazly
during ;he remedial investigation stagé. NOQ, that stage is
obviously drawn to a close in this case; howéver, as far as I
know, there are no limitations as to wﬁen thése awards can be
made. |
MR. OCHS:

Is it our oversight in the community for not knowing
about this potential assistance being %vailable?
MS. BARNETT:

No, it's not your oversightjin thé community for not
knowing about it. |
MR. OCHS:

You're saying it might havefbeen Qetter earlier to
have it?
MS. BARNETT:

Yes, it probably would.
MR. PIKE:

There is a lag time from an?application time and
there's matching funds, and there is a:fairly detailed process
that has to be followed to obtain the grants( and because of the

timing involved with that, it is helpful to do that early on in

the process so that you have the experEise available for review

ARS00029

of documents like the ones that are in the admifistrative record

when they are placed there, so the timing --jmay have missed the
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timing to be able to review these docuﬁents,jbut there may be --
if you're interested we can follow up,?and tﬁere may be
assistaéce available for future reviews.
MR. OCHS:

Perhaps maybe we should have beenjinformed of this
availability sooner. ‘
MS. BARNETT:

That's possible, however, qﬁite hoﬁestly there has
not been an abundance of public intereét in this site.
MR. OCHS:

Is this the first or last héaring?
MS. BARNETT:

I don't know whether there Qere prévious meetings
before this. ‘ ‘ |
MR. DENNIS:

This is the first EPA has held.
MR. OCHS:

Will there be subsequent--
MR. DENNIS:

We don't have a plan --
MS. BARNETT:

If there is a demand we'll hsld thém.
MR. OCHS:

AR500030

I thought -- one other question on this. My

understanding is that some people actually have their own welis
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|

!
and are consuming or using water from these éontaminated wel-
fields in an area called the Patch. L@cal people know that zs
the fo;; of Rose Street, and apéarentl? that}s no longer being
-- people are no longer using water frbm the%e contaminated well
fields. |
MR. DENNIS:

Not to our knowledge. Baseé on the remedial
investigation they've done a pretty thorough survey and
identified any users within the three-mile rédius of the
facility. | |
MR. OCHS:

How many miles?

MR. DENNIS:

I believe it was a three—mi}e radius of the facility.
MR. OCHS:

You don't think water was e%er used for fgod
processing?

MR, DENNIS:

I am not saying ever used. T donft think it's being
used currently. ‘
MS. BARNETT:

Do we have any questions frbm anydne else in the
audience at this time?

ur. Ban:  ARS00031

I have another -- Jim Barr from tﬁe Sun Gazette
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again. Your summary here says that the alteﬁnatives include

limiting of future property use. Would you éxplain what that
means?. ‘ ‘
MR. DENNIS: % j

That's related to the facility itself. That --
that's related to the soil contaminati@n that was found so we
can minimize the -- anyone going in there aﬁa digging up the
foundation and being directly exposed go theicontaminated soils.
MR. BARR: 3

Doesn't restrict the kind og activities that Avco
or--
MR. DENNIS:

Not -- well, you're lookingito use;the word restrict.
We'd put controls on what they can do és far as any excavation,
for example.
MS. BARNETT:

Do we have other questions? . Yes.
MR. NICHOLSON:

Walt Nicholson from Williamsport Mﬁnicipal Water
Authority. You said that there had been some;consideration by
EPA of not doing additional off site wo%k penaing an evaluation
of the effectiveness of the containment‘on siée. In evaluating
that will you take into consideration the mass aﬂzﬁygz?a{gzpts

in the bloodrock members between the plant 51te and Third Street

and the approximate travel time and contamination of that

f 1
i \
i '
| |
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material in that area? In other words, would a period of --

short of a year or two be sufficient time to be able to evaluate

that strategy?
MR. DENNIS: ’

We're thinking now at leastEa yeé;, if not two,
preferrably two years of operation of ghe oﬁisite -- new on cite
system as identified in and described &ould ﬁe usedvto model,
for example, the massive transport of %hat piume between the
facility boundry and Third Street, for example, and get an idea
of exactly what we're dealing with, ifiwe caﬁ put a number on
it. Sometimes that's very difficult, and using that information
as well as additional risk assessment éor thé of £ sitef come up
with a plan to most appropriately effectively capture, recover
and treat that on site contaminated plume.

MR. NICHOLSON:

Would the evaluation expensé of dding that sort of
thing actually be as much as, you know, a cerﬁaiﬁ modest amount
of off site additional recovery down iﬁ the Eim Park area?

MR. DENNIS: |

At this time I am not sure I%underétand the question.
MR, NICHOLSON:

I think that, you know, whenzyou look at the -- some
of the dollar expense on studies up to this pgint, will

AR500033

additional studies be cost effective relative to-actual

1

additional off site clean-up?
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MR. DENNIS:

It's hard to say now. We thﬁnk itjwould be because

it would better help us to exactly pinppint where most
effectively we could place additional off site recovery where iq

would be most effective in recovering that pl;me and eﬁhancing
the clean-up time period, we'd think, hgpe to‘think additionatl
studies would be beneficial for the cleén-up period.
MR. NICHOLSON {

Another question. Some of our data indicates, I
think, figure 530 on an overhead where khe sohth end of the
plume was extrapulated and shown to esséntialiy end at Third
Street. If you put that back up, I would think right there,
it's our experience that extends west a?ross ;ycoming Creek
impacting our well No. seven and also continués on the east side
of the creek, all the way down to and including our well No. 10
off the bottom of the picture there. Would ii be advisable to
consider the expansion of monitoring the wellé used in the
further evaluation in the next few years to igclude more points
in and around the public water supply wéll field?
MR. DENNIS: | |

I think it would be -- 1T thihk we'll take that under
strong consideration, not only to consiéer adéitional recovery

in the vicinity of Elm Park or Third Street as a result qf the
= "hRs000sh

to also, based on some of the results we've come up with the

L



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

same questions. How far beyond Lycomi%g Creék, if at all, does;
this plume extend? And I think we'd cértainiy want to :
investiéate that and see where the boundries of the plume really
do go, so we'll certainly consider tha? part‘of the i
investigation to include that in the ihvestiéation -- in the --
in future investigations. |
MS. BARNETT:

Do we have other questions?i Yes.
MR. BARR:

When do you expect this cleén—up‘process to be
initiated?
MR. DENNIS:

We'd hope that within two years of the ROD.

Certainly we'd have an operational grogndwater reéovery and
treatment system.
MS. BARNETT:

The ROD is the record of deéision; Any other
questions?
MR. OCHS:

Michael Ochs. You say afte£ Avco%s already made some
comment to you in writing about prefer$ only:on site as opposed
to further off site treatment? |
MR. DENNIS: AR500035

Correct.

MR. OCHS:
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Are those comments included;in the six volumes on

file?

MR. DENNIS:

They were just received. Wé anticipate receiving
further ones in the future. They'll b? inclgded in the response
of the summary as well as answered in the re;ponse of the
summary . |
MR. OCHS:

When is the responsive summéry to:be issued?

MR, DENNIS: |

That will be part of the reéord 6% decision.
MR. OCHS: | |

Late June?

MR. DENNIS:
Late June.
MR. OCHS:

My inquiry about extending éhe comment period and the
record of decision date in the event tﬁat a @ommunity group
comes forward to apply for a technicallassistance grant --

MR. DENNIS:
An extension will be considered.

MS. BARNETT:

036

Do we have other questions? |
~ ARS500
MR. NICHOLSON: Sm o

Relative to the off site pumbing on Third Street

I
i
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recovery well, they're presently pumpibg at é thousand gallcns 3

minute or so. Has any consideration or study been given to :he
potential of actually pulling more conﬁaminaﬁts into the

immediate well field area due to the high pumping rate that rot
| 1

-~ normally that would have come over that wéy from other arees

around there? Would a consideration be given to any other off

site wells that might have a potential}of -—1to have that
pumping rate lowered to a lower level, that méybe would not
cause the point of depression to be quite thai extended as it is
now. There's another point to not potentially impact on the
capacity of the public water supply well fielé with the width

1

and extent of that ton of depression at this ﬁime. If we'd use
the well field to its maximum capacity,{thereas sqﬁe concern
that that would limit our recharge poteﬁtial énd availability of
groundwater there. |
MR. DENNIS:

The Third Street well in itsélf would limit the
recharge capacity.
MR. NICHOLSON:

That code of depression for ﬁhat o?erlaps a number of
our wells. The old well No. nine wouldémaybe;be put back into
use, having the use of contaminants wer; discévered, well seven,

AR500037

well three and to some extent well four,

MS. CICHOWICZ:

I think they're pumping now at 650 gallons per minute
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rather than a thousand.
MR. NICHOLSOWN:

Recently I think one of the ?ommén&s in the ERM
material indicated it was still going a@ a thbusand. The fact
it has been cut back closer to seven hu;d:ed,I think that
evaluation of continuation of that rate}should include impact on
the potential capacity of our well fiela.
MR. DENNIS:

That can be done.

MS. BARNETT:

Do we have other questions?
MR. OCHS:

Have you made any study of tbe - i am -- again, I am
changing my focus from the water to the?air, trying to preserve
the quality of both. Have you made any;study‘of the effect of
the addition of the chemicals released 5y airistripping that
those chemicals add to what Avco already releéses? Their toxic
release inventory sheets indicates they;re still releasing a
number of toxics into the air. BroDart at Oliver and Scott
Street has air emissions. Glyco across the creek there is an
industrial park, annually report their toxic sheets any
synergistic effect of all this minglingjtogether during an air

AR500038

inversion, for example?

MR. DENNIS:

We haven't evaluated synergism at this point. We can
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certainly consider that would be done.

MR. OCHS:

You also have Route 15, 22q bypasé there, a lot of
auto truck emissions.
MS. BARNETT:

Do we have other questionsf

Okay, I'd like to thank eve%ybody‘for coming. Is
there anything -- |
MR. PIKE:

I want to reiterate and thank you}for coming and also
thank you for the questions, because there's been some very good
ones and some of 'em we'll also give additionél answers to at
the -- in the responsiveness summary. iI want to reiterate this
is a proposed plan that everyone has in:front‘of them, and
public comments are very important to ué in our ultimate
decision of what remedial action is necessary for this site.
MS. BARNETT:

If anybody has any questions;they'd like to see us
about afterwards, we are going to be here if you have anything
you want to know.

(Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 8:05 p.m.)

AR500039
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA :

COUNTY OF LYCOMING

I, Dawn M. Sweeley, a Notary Public in and for -

said Commonwealth and County do herebyicertiﬁy that the witness !

named in the foregoing deposition was personally sworn by me at
the time and place designated for the gaking of the said
deposition; that this is a true and cofrect éopy of the notes
taken by me at the time and place set for the taking of the
deposition; that I have no interest wh%tsoever in the outcome of

these proceedings.
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Notary Public
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